Affirming God's enduring covenant with the Jewish people has consequences for Christian understanding of salvation. Christians meet God's saving power in the person of Jesus Christ and believe that this power is available to all people in him. Christians have therefore taught for centuries that salvation is available only through Jesus Christ. With their recent realization that God's covenant with the Jewish people is eternal, Christians can now recognize in the Jewish tradition the redemptive power of God at work. If Jews, who do not share our faith in Christ, are in a saving covenant with God, then Christians need new ways of understanding the universal significance of Christ. 3 In other words, what would be the consequences for other interreligious relations if this notion were accepted in the Jewish-Christian encounter? There is more here than meets the eye, more at stake than we might at first think. Even when the focus is on Jewish-Christian relations, we may also discern there-between the lines, so to speak-the attitude of the Roman Catholic Church towards Muslims, Hindus, Buddhists, and others. Cardinal Koch is responsible for innerChristian and Jewish-Christian relations. In spite of the fact that Judaism is patently nonChristological in its hermeneutics, soteriology, and liturgy, it is almost seen as part of the ecumenical family. Following George Bernard Shaw's well-known quip about Britain and America, we might say that Jews and Christians are two nations divided by a common language. 4 In a nutshell, it is the similarities that define the particularity.
The Shoah and Christendom
No programmatic lecture on Jewish-Christian relations by a Roman Catholic cardinal can avoid the topic of the Shoah. The fact that the Shoah took place on the continent that more than any other has been influenced by Christian teaching and preaching is the reason for the theological self-examination that Christians throughout the world must undertake: what in Christian nomenclature and doctrine may have contributed to the agonizing fact that, when the bells tolled, so many Christians were lacking in common decency? Svartvik (b) Second, as is customary, Cardinal Koch distinguishes between Christianity and Christians, between the Church, on the one hand, and the sons and daughters of the Church, on the other. It should be made clear, however, that whenever the category "the sons and daughters of the Church" is used in the discussion, it actually also includes the leaders of the Church. They, too, are the sons of the Church. It is, in fact, primarily from the pulpits, not by the men and women in the pew, that "the teaching of contempt" has been spread throughout the ages. There is a risk that the expression "the sons and daughters of the Church" may lead us to think that it is only the laity who have been influenced by and have given vent to anti-Jewish teaching.
(c) The third point is the distinction between the racist antisemitism of Nazism, on the one hand, and distinctively Christian anti-Judaism on the other. My own take on this is that since there are more than these two forms of what Helen Fein calls "a persisting latent structure of hostile beliefs towards Jews as a collectivity," we need to draw further distinctions. 5 Nevertheless, we should also take into consideration the fact that the limpieza de sangre controversy in Spain after 1492 took place in a Christian context, not in a secular, post-Christian, or anti-Christian milieu. 6 Hence, the distinction between antisemitism and anti-Judaism should not be used as a basis for the claim that the roots of antisemitism are to be found exclusively outside of Christendom.
Having presented these three points (i.e., the godlessness of Nazism; the dichotomy of Church versus the sons and daughters of the Church, and the essential difference between antisemitism and anti-Judaism), Cardinal Koch emphasizes that Christians have every reason to remember how they encouraged and even participated in the terrible developments that culminated in the Holocaust. He sees the Shoah as a turning point in Christian theological reflection, although we are not told what this change consisted of: it would have been most helpful if he had explained more clearly what parts of their discourse Christians now felt a need to refine, redefine, and also refute. He concludes with what may seem like a daring idea: the fact that Hitler was opposed to both Christianity and Judaism implies an "intrinsic relationship" between the two faith traditions. The question has to be posed, however, whether the rhetorical benefit of this statement is not outweighed by its theological costs. Unfortunately, it is easy to get the impression that Koch somehow equates Jewish and Christian suffering during the Third Reich era. By any standard, antisemitism played a far more central role in Nazi ideology than the animus toward Christianity. 
Scriptural Hermeneutics
The Cardinal also discusses how Jews and Christians interpret their Holy Scriptures. How do the two parts of the Christian Bible relate to each other? Interestingly, he describes Marcion's theology using the images of the moon and the sun: the Jewish moon is replaced by the Christian sun. But is it really Marcionism that is best described by the sun and moon metaphors? Is it not rather anti-Marcionite, mainstream Christian theology that should be described thus? Marcion's understanding was that there actually was a Jewish light but that it would be wrong to follow it. A more accurate metaphor for Marcion's view would be that the New Testament is a lighthouse that may be relied on to guide ships at sea, while the light of the Jewish Scriptures must not be mistaken for a beacon. Unlike the moon, it does not illuminate, but rather distracts and diverts us.
Going back to the Cardinal's sun-and-moon illustration, we need to keep in mind that it is not the moon itself that shines; it simply reflects light from the sun. Intriguingly, his sun-and-moon analogy fits the supersessionist theology of the Church Fathers much more than the theology of Marcion. A number of the patres would argue that it is Christocentric hermeneutics that make the Old Testament worth reading. The latter is like the moon that shines at night only because it reflects the sun, i.e., the Christ of the Church. Nonetheless, it is difficult to determine Koch's intention here. This picture, too, seems to detract more than it adds.
After a discussion of traditional models for the relationship between the Old and New (a) Is only the Church God's people? For a long time, this was the only conceivable answer for Christians. Although the Cardinal quotes a Protestant theologian, Paul Althaus, I would guess that he could have cited a Roman Catholic theologian as well, had he chosen to do so. Indeed, one might argue that it would have been more appropriate in this context to quote someone from the Roman Catholic tradition. As we all know, Christian supersessionism is hardly a late phenomenon and in no way an exclusively Protestant one.
(b) What if only Israel is God's people?
This view is probably most common among Christians who are strongly committed to the Jewish people and also to the State of Israel. The problem is that some of those who adhere to this position seem to be completely indifferent to the plight of their sisters and brothers in Christ in the Middle East. 10 I do not mean that Christians should be committed only to Christians, but the problem with this position becomes particularly apparent when Christian pilgrims come to visit Israel but not the Palestinian territories and when they celebrate the Jewish Feast of Tabernacles but do not worship with their Christian sisters and 
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(c) Is the answer, then, that there are two peoples of God, i.e., the Jews and the Christians? Cardinal Koch strongly emphasizes that there can only be one people. We will return to this point in the discussion below on soteriology. It is a metaphor with ancient roots (it can be found in some of the Pauline epistles), it is Christocentric (Christ being the head), it encourages Christians to celebrate diversity (we are likened to different parts of the body, members that are all needed in different ways), and it does not come at the expense of other religious communities (as there is no other faith community that thinks of itself and calls itself the Corpus Christi).
Soteriological Discourse
Soteriology is never far away in the Jewish-Christian dialogue-when Christians have the floor. In his speech the Cardinal maintains that God has never revoked the covenant with Israel, a remarkable statement first made by John Paul II, probably in Mainz in 1980, when he referred to: "… the people of God of the old covenant, which has never been revoked by God".
12 Nevertheless, the Cardinal emphasizes that there cannot be two ways to salvation:
The assumption that there may be two different paths to salvation…would in fact also endanger the foundations of Christian faith.
[…] From the Christian confession that there can be only one path to salvation; however, it does not in any way follow that the Jews are excluded from God's salvation because they do not believe in Jesus Christ as the Messiah of Israel and the Son of God.
[…] That the Jews are participants in God's salvation is theologically unquestionable, but how that can be possible without confessing Christ explicitly is and remains an unfathomable divine mystery.
He thus poses the question of how the two faith traditions are related to each other-and responds by referring to a divine mystery. One is inclined to ask whether more could not be said on this matter. It is easy to get the impression that Koch is positive about the answer but disapproves of its rationale; that he appreciates the solution, but objects to the arguments supporting it. In a nutshell, he wants the gate to be unlocked, but he does not want the key to be used.
The latter metaphor takes us to Romans 9-11, which is certainly the key passage in the New Testament for Jewish-Christian relations. This point is made by Eugene J. Fisher, among others, in his article on "Nostra Aetate" in A Dictionary of Jewish-Christian Relations. Stressing the importance of this 1965 document, he states that "[i]t is easily the most significant document Svartvik 14 To what extent do we allow this observation to inform Christian theology? Does it tell us something about the direction we should take in seeking answers to these questions? Cardinal Koch also writes the following:
The focus of Jewish-Christian conversations must therefore remain the highly complex theological questions of how the Christian belief in the universal salvific significance of Jesus Christ can coherently be conceptually combined with the equally clear statement of faith in the never-revoked covenant of God with Israel.
But is the need for such a focus indisputable? Is this really the only possible agenda for JewishChristian relations? What do Jews think and say about this? Are there not other issues to discuss as well? Raymond Cohen has pointed out that, strictly speaking, Nostra Aetate is not a dialogical document; it is an inner-Christian text that seeks to distance the Church from its own triumphalistic theology of earlier times. 15 I would therefore like to rephrase the Cardinal's statement: Christian reflection should continue to focus on the highly complex theological questions of how Christian belief in the universal salvific significance of Jesus Christ can cohere conceptually with an equally clear belief in the never-revoked covenant of God with Israel.
It is right and proper for Christians to do such reflection-but it need not necessarily be on the agenda of Jewish-Christian dialogue. Instead, Jews and Christian may discuss other important issues, e.g., Jewish and Christian scriptural hermeneutics, the question of how to be faithful to one's vocation in a secular society, etc.
The Issue of Mission
Cardinal Koch points out that the Roman Catholic Church-in contrast to many other Christian denominations-does not make organized efforts to convert Jews to Christianity. He refers to Karl Lehmann, who points out that even in the past there were few such Catholic efforts. Here the Augustinian heritage is quite evident: there is a role for Jews and Judaism to play also post Christum. 16 But having said this, the Cardinal continues:
…the Christian church is obligated to perceive its evangelization task in respect of the Jews, who believe in the one God, in a different manner from that to the nations. In other words, Christian faith means something different for Jews than for others. In the language of John Paul II, this has to do with the intrinsic (as opposed to extrinsic) relationship between Jews and Christians: through their texts (the so-called "Old Testament"), tradition (Church history), and trust (in the God who is revealed in these texts and in the tradition), Jews and Christians are forever united. However, the Cardinal points out, Catholics will not let this prevent them from testifying about their Christian faith:
…from bearing witness to their faith in Jesus Christ also to Jews, but [they] should do so in a humble and unassuming manner, particularly in view of the great tragedy of the Shoah… But he says nothing about how the Shoah should influence-or even shape-the JewishChristian relationship. Is it only a question of how to convey the message-or is it rather a question of reviewing the message itself, in order to make sure that it is "humble and unassuming"? If the latter answer is to be preferred, the work has only begun.
I, for one, would have preferred that the Cardinal be clearer in this passage of his lecture, because it has major implications. He could, for example, have referred to the advice given in 1 Peter 3:15: "Always be prepared to make a defense to anyone who calls you to account for the hope that is in you, yet do it with gentleness and reverence." There is a tremendous difference between, on one hand, responding when someone wants to know more about your faith and, on the other hand, providing answers even when questions have not been posed.
The Cross as a Sacrament of Reconciliation
Towards the end of his lecture, Cardinal Koch discusses the cross, more in terms of what it symbolizes than as a historical event:
Because the cross of Jesus Christ has again and again in the course of Christian history been misused as an anti-sign of hostility and hatred towards the Jews by condemning them as deicides, Christians today have every reason and a strict obligation to proclaim and testify also to the Jews the cross of Jesus as a sacrament of reconciliation.
First of all, we need to keep in mind that there is no Christian symbol that makes Jews feel as uneasy as the cross, especially if it is a crucifix. 17 Therefore, it is highly relevant to ask how the cross can serve as "a sacrament of reconciliation." I often think of the Pauline expression in 2 Cor 5:19, where the Apostle states that Christians are called to proclaim "the word of reconciliation" (Greek: ho logos tês katallagês). This is often translated as "the word about the reconciliation" (i.e., with an emphasis on the proclamation per se), but it could also be understood as "the word that is reconciliation," the word that brings about and accomplishes reconciliation (i.e., with an emphasis on the outcome). In other words, in what way can Christians promote reconciliation in this world?
Cardinal Koch writes that the cross must be a sign and a tool for reconciliation in the world. It is easy to understand that it is a sign-for Christians, that is-of reconciliation, but how will it become a tool for reconciliation with non-Christians, especially Jews? The sacramental discourse is exceptionally powerful, but it might not always be helpful when discussing the cross as a
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Revelation and Particularity
Finally, something ought to be said about the lecture's concluding passage, which, in the view of the present writer, is the most important part of it:
That even after a "complex and not infrequently painful" history reconciliation can be and indeed is possible, that is attested by the Jewish-Christian dialogue over the past decades, and this is a sign of hope for continuing the pilgrim fellowship of reconciliation in faith in the shechina of God in the Torah and in the incarnation of God in Jesus Christ.
The passage is significant in that: (a) it acknowledges that Jewish-Christian relations have historically been very bad; (b) it refers to the motif of pilgrimage (i.e., that we are all on our way); and most importantly, (c) it describes the religious Other using the latter's own nomenclature. In other words, Koch allows the religious Others to define themselves. To speak about "salvation in Jesus" and to refer to Pauline texts is and will remain important in Christian discourse, but if we really want to understand the Others and allow them to define themselves, we must describe them in ways that they themselves find recognizable. Cardinal Koch does this in an earlier passage in the article:
If Christian theology succeeds in credibly demonstrating that the incarnation of God in Jesus of Nazareth is to be understood as the culmination point and fulfilment of the self- What can Jews and Christians learn from each other? Cardinal Koch writes that Jews remind Christians that the world has not yet been redeemed; they represent "the experience of [the] unredeemedness of the World." This is, I would say, an important observation. However, this notion is also related to a motif that has played a major role in the negative Christian perception of the Jew. The yearning to address Jews has had and still has an apocalyptic dimension. Far too often in history, the emphasis has been on the unredeemedness of the Jewish people.
So what might Christianity's contribution to Jewish thought be? Unfortunately, Cardinal Koch's next statement is not as helpful:
On the other hand, where the Christian church remains true to its divine mission, it is and remains a thorn in the flesh of Judaism, in that it bears witness to the already bestowed reconciliation of God with mankind, without which there can be no well-founded hope for redemption.
Many who are involved in dialogue would hesitate to describe this as a fruitful approach. Does he in fact mean that there is no future and no hope, even from a Jewish perspective? We ought to ask ourselves whether there might not be an alternative position that could evoke what Krister Stendahl felicitously described as "holy envy," i.e., a position that allows one to learn from other faith traditions. Holy envy comes from the discovery of something positive and delightful in the other tradition, something that can be acknowledged without being appropriated, allowing it to remain the treasure of the other. For a Christian this means a willingness to discern, recognize and celebrate something in another faith tradition without immediately baptizing it. "If So, God Would Be Bigger than We Thought" When Krister Stendahl, the legendary Harvard professor, Dean of the Harvard Divinity School, and Bishop of Stockholm, passed away in 2008, many newspapers published extensive obituaries of him. In his article in the New York Times, Douglas Martin referred to an interview on National Public Radio, broadcast in 1996, in which Stendahl expressed hope that life existed on other planets. "If so", he said, "God would be bigger than we thought." This quotation says quite 24 See, e.g., Jesper Svartvik, "Geschwisterlichkeit: Realizing That We Are Siblings," 
